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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments, see page 7 through 14 of remarks, filed September 28, 
2006, have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

There were no formal arguments against the rejection of claims 1, 8, and 11 under 
35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph; therefore the rejection is will be maintained. 

2. With respect to the rejection of claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 10 and 11 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 as being unpatentable over Hayashizaki in view of Nishi and Takemura et al., a 
printed layer (4) is supported on image carrying layer (3) containing empty portions as 
can be seen in Figures 1 and 2. It is not limited by the interpretation of the claim that a 
second transparent layer (2) must contain pores as well. Also, as stated above, Nishi 
teaches placing a translucent UV reactive hardening resin on an imaged layer placed on 
the back of the resin key top. According to Roget's II: The New Thesaurus and Roget's 
New Millenium Thesaurus, a synonym for "transparent" is "translucent", and it is 
known that translucent materials can also be transparent. The definition was retrieved 
in 2006 from Roget's New Millenium Thesaurus, but dates back to the year 1995 as 
shown in Roget's II. As stated above, Takemura et al. teach an output apparatus 
forming a translucent coloring layer on a transfer sheet by printing with gravure, screen- 
stencil, and roll coating, and peeling off a transfer sheet. Hence, with the structure of 
Hayashizaki combined with the transparent resin taught by Nishi and the printing 
method and peeling step taught by Takemura et al., this combination reads on the 
limitations of claim 1. 
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3. With respect to the rejection of claim 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hayashizaki in view of Nishi and Takemura et al. as applied to claim 1 
and further in view of Fritz et al., no formal argument was made against Fritz et al. 
because of its dependence on claim 1. However, as stated above and in the teachings of 
Fritz et al., this combination of references reads on the limitations of claim 5. 

4. With respect to the rejection of claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hayashizaki in view of Nishi and Takemura et al. as applied to claim 1 
and further in view of Inagaki et al., no formal argument was made against Inagaki et al. 
because of its dependence on claim 1. However, as stated above and in the teachings of 
Inagaki et al., this combination of references reads on the limitations of claim 6. 

5. With respect to the rejection of claim 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hayashizaki in view of Nishi and Takemura et al. as applied to claim 1 
and further in view of Shimuzu et al., no formal argument was made against Shimuzu et 
al. because of its dependence on claim 1. As stated above and in the teachings of 
Shimuzu et al, this combination of references reads on the limitations of claim 9. 
Furthermore, contrary to what is stated on page 8 of the remarks, claims 1-3 and 7-11 
were not rejected as being unpatentable over Hayashizaki in view of Nishi and 
Takemura et al. as applied to claim 1 and further in view of Shimuzu et al. in the Office 
Action mailed June 29, 2006. 

s 

Election/Restrictions 

6. Claims 12 through 18 remain withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.142(b), as being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable 
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linking claim. Applicant timely traversed the restriction (election) requirement in the 
reply filed on May 8, 2006. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 1, 8, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claims 1 and 11, the phrase "or the like" renders the claim(s) indefinite 
because the claim(s) include(s) elements not actually disclosed (those encompassed by 
"or the like"), thereby rendering the scope of the claim(s) unascertainable. See MPEP 
§ 2173.05(d). 

Regarding claim 8, the phrase "such as" renders the claim indefinite because it is 
unclear whether the limitations following the phrase are part of the claimed invention. 
See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

10. Claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 10, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Hayashizaki (US 2002/0063109) in view of Nishi (US 6,451,143) and 

Takemura et al. (JP 07-164728) 

Hayashizaki teaches decorating a molded object made of resin (6) decorated with 
an underlying colored character or symbol layer (4), having porous areas (B) creating a 
symbol there between. First, the symbol layer is printed on a transfer sheet (1). Then 
the symbol layer is then transferred to the resin object and the transfer sheet is 
removed, forming a design on the resin object, (abstract; paragraphs 0009, 0017, 0026, 
0034, 0039; Figures la-ig and 2) 

Hayashizaki teaches providing a transparent layer (2) acting as a protection film 
over the colored layer (paragraph 0016; Figures la-ig), but does not disclose curing a 
transparent resin layer. Nishi teaches placing a transparent UV reactive hardening resin 
with an imaged layer on the back of the resin key top, then irradiating the key top under 
UV rays (column 3, lines 17-19; column 5, lines 21-28; Figure 2). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to cure a transparent resin to form a transparent resin layer over 
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the colored layer. One would have been motivated to do so to provide protection for the 
indicator layer and increase durability for the key top. 

Also, Hayashizaki does not teach printing a colored layer on a substrate sheet 
with an output apparatus that collectively outputs a colored design layer. Takemura et 
al. teach forming a translucent coloring layer on a base sheet by printing with gravure, 
screen-stencil, and roll coating, (paragraph 0020) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to print a colored layer on a substrate sheet with an output 
apparatus that collectively outputs a colored design layer, and one would have been 
motivated to do so to simplify application of the colored layer without the use of 
chemicals. 

Furthermore, Hayashizaki does not teach peeling the transfer sheet leaving the 
color design layer onto the resin molded object. Takemura et al. discloses peeling of the 
base sheet (1) after transfer of the color design layer (2, 31, 32). (Drawing 5) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have a transfer sheet capable of being peeled after transfer, and 
one would have been motivated to do so to remove the transfer sheet without any 
devices or further methods. 

With respect to claim 2, Hayashizaki teaches the image bearing layer being 
formed of a porous material having a binding- phase composed of inorganic particles 
that are bound by a binder resin, (paragraph 0021) 

With respect to claim 3, Hayashizaki teaches a colored layer with longitudinal 
openings (B) in a direction perpendicular to a plane of the transfer sheet. (Figure 2) 
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With respect to claim 4, Hayashizaki does not teach curing a transparent resin 
liquid with an active energy ray after deposition onto the colorant layer. Nishi teaches 
placing a transparent UV reactive hardening resin with the imaged layer on the back of 
the resin key top, then irradiating the key top under UV rays (column 3, lines 17-19; 
column 5, lines 21-28; Figure 2). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to cure a transparent resin liquid with an active energy ray after 
deposition onto the colorant layer. One would have been motivated to do so to choose a 
more economical drying process. 

With respect to claim 7, Hayashizaki teaches transferring the colored layer (4) 
onto the back surface of the resin object (6) formed of a transparent resin, (paragraphs 
0026 and 0034; Figure 2) 

With respect to claim 8, Hayashizaki teaches forming a metallizing layer (3) for 
complementing a color before transferring the colorant layer onto the resin object, 
(paragraph 0021; Figures la-ig) 

With respect to claim 10, Hayashizaki teaches forming an indicator portion to a 
pushbutton switch, (paragraph 0002) 

With respect to claim 11, Hayashizaki teaches decorating a molded object made of 
resin (6) decorated with a color design character or symbol, having empty symbol 
portions (B) there between. A colored layer (4) is printed on a transfer sheet (1). The 
colorant layer is then transferred to the resin object and the transfer sheet is removed, 
forming a design on the resin object, (abstract; paragraphs 0009, 0017, 0026, 0034, 
0039; Figures la-ig and 2) 
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Hayashizaki teaches providing a transparent layer (2) acting as a protection film 
over the colored layer (paragraph 0016; Figures la-ig), but does not disclose curing a 
transparent resin layer. Nishi teaches placing a transparent UV reactive hardening resin 
with an imaged layer on the back of the resin key top, then irradiating the key top under 
UV rays (column 3, lines 17-19; column 5, lines 21-28; Figure 2). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to cure a transparent resin to form a transparent resin layer over 
the colored layer. One would have been motivated to do so to provide protection for the 
indicator layer and increase durability for the key top. 

Furthermore, Hayashizaki does not teach printing a colored layer on a substrate 
sheet with an output apparatus that collectively outputs a colored design layer. 
Takemura et al. teach forming a translucent coloring layer on a base sheet by printing 
with gravure, screen-stencil, and roll coating, (paragraph 0020) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to print a colored layer on a substrate sheet with an output 
apparatus that collectively outputs a colored design layer, and one would have been 
motivated to do so to simplify application of the colored layer without the use of 
chemicals. 

11. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hayashizaki in view of Nishi and Takemura et al. as applied to claim 4 and further in 
view of Fritz et al. (US 4,082,635) 

Although Nishi teaches placing an UV reactive hardening resin with the imaged 
layer on the back of the resin key top, then irradiating the key top under UV rays 
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(column 3, lines 17-19; column 5, lines 21-28; Figure 2), the combined teachings of 
Hayashizaki, Nishi, and Takemura et al. do not teach leaving the transparent resin for a 
predetermined time period determined according to a viscosity of the transparent resin 
liquid. Fritz et al. teaches dependence of curing times on the viscosity of a UV-light 
curable adhesive composition, (column 1, lines 60-63). 

It would obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have knowledge of the viscosity of the transparent resin and determine a 
curing time. One would have been motivated to do so for easier processing and 
producing a cured material that is not brittle. 

12. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hayashizaki in view of Nishi and Takemura et al. as applied to claim 1 and further in 
view of Ingaki et al. (US 4,937,118) 

Although Nishi teaches placing a transparent UV reactive hardening resin with 
the imaged layer on the back of the resin key top, then irradiating the key top under UV 
rays (column 3, lines 17-19; column 5, lines 21-28; Figure 2), the combined teachings of 
Hayashizaki, Nishi, and Takemura et al. do not teach the resin having a certain viscosity 
or curing it for a certain period of time. Looking at the applicant's definition in the 
specification, the transparent resin is an active energy ray curing type resin (page 8, 
paragraph 0019). Ingaki et al. teaches curing an active energy ray-curable compound 
under UV light for 15 minutes at 2610 cps (2.61 pascal seconds), (column 18, lines 29- 
31) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention was made to use a resin having a viscosity limits and curing time limits. 
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One would have been motivated to do so in the effort to save time and improve 
production in the manufacture of key tops. 

13. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hayashizaki in view of Nishi and Takemura et al. as applied to claim 1 and further in 
view of Shimuzu et al. (US 6,196,738) 

The teachings of claim 1 are as described above. 

Hayashizaki in view of Nishi and Takemura et al. does not teach forming a 
printed layer by ink jet printing. Shimuzu et al. teach forming an on-demand printed 
layer by using an ink jet printing technique (column 3, lines 46-53). 

It would have been obvious for Hayashizaki in view of Nishi and Takemura et al. 
to use ink jet printing to form a printed layer and would have been motivated to do so a 
key top can exhibit increased design properties which are difficult to obtain using 
conventional screen printing techniques. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
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advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sonya Mazumdar whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
6019. The examiner can normally be reached on 8AM-4:3oPM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christopher Fiorilla can be reached on (571) 272-1187. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273- 
8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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